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PAPERS RELATING TO THE 



1. Copy of REPORT from the Board of Excise to the Treasury, on the 
Mart Drawback on Spirits Distilled in Scotland and Ireland. 



TO THE RIGHT HONOURABLE THE LORDS COMMISSIONERS OF 
HIS MAJESTY'S TREASURY. 

MAY IT PLEASE YOUR LORDSHIPS, 

IN pursuance of your Lordships’ directions, signified to us by Mr. Spring Rice's 
Letter of the 13th ultimo, we have re-considered with much attention, the important 
question of the Drawback on Spirits made whollv from Malt in Scotland and 
Ireland, as it affects the Revenue, the interests of the Distillers, and the intercourse 
between those countries, in which the Distillery system and regulations are in all 
respects similar. 

Before we proceed to consider on more general grounds, the expediency of dis- 
continuing or diminishing the present allowance, it is our intention to advert to the 
particular facts and circumstances, from which the parties, whose representations 
were forwarded to us with Mr. Spring Rice’s Letter on this subject, have arrived at 
the conclusion that the present system is greatly abused, and have proceeded to 
argue that the immediate and absolute Repeal of the Drawback is essential to the 
interests of the Revenue, and the protection of the fair traders. 

The Opponents of the present system contend, that the Distillers who have two 
establishments, which are entered for the distillation of Grain and Malt Spirits 
respectively, have opportunities of abstracting the Malt, in respect of which the 
Drawback on the Spirits produced is obtained— of supplying its place by raw 
Grain — and of using in the production of their Grain Spirit, the identical Malt 
which has been clandestinely removed from the Malt Work ; a practice which they 
allege to be of frequent occurrence, and to have been the occasion of enormous loss 
to the Revenue. To corroborate these assertions, they refer to certain Parliamentary 
Accounts, from which they infer that the portion of Malt.manufactured in Scotland, 
in a particular period, was not adequate to the combined demand for that article by 
the public Brewers and the Distillers from Grain and Malt respectively ; and they 
refer to the present defective state of the Malt Regulations as affordinv the means 
of defrauding, or rather as having diminished the security, of this important branch 
of the public' Revenue. 

With respect to the Regulations under which this Drawback is claimed, it may 
be observed, that whatever defects may have existed under the former laws the 
present checks appear fully adequate to the prevention of abuse. The law requires 
in the first place, that all Malt for which the allowance can be claimed, shall be 
made by Maltsters specially entered for that purpose. It is enjoined, ’secondly 
that all such Malt shall be measured and taken account of at the Kiln, by which 
any surplus above the gauged quantity in the preceding stages of the operation is 
charged with duty. Thirdly, it must be immediately removed to the Distillery 
where, after having been again measured, it is deposited under the lock of the 
Officers. When required for use, the necessary quantity is again measured by the 
Officers, whose duty it is to see it deposited in the Mash-tun. As a collateral 
security, Distillers from Malt are prohibited from having any Raw Grain upon 
their premises, under a heavy penalty and forfeiture of the allowance; and the law 
requires also, that all Malt upon which the Drawback is to be claimed, shall be 
ground on the Distiller s premises. These Regulations appear to us to be well 
adapted as counteractions to attempted fraud ; and it is obvious that whatever may 
have been the merits or disadvantages of the Certificate System, as applicable to the 
makers of the Malt, and to the other dealers in that article, the Memorialists, who 
deprecate the abolition of it, as affording further openings for fraud on the Draw- 
back, do not seem to be aware, that with respect to the Maltstefs for the Drawback 
the essential restrictions of the former laws have been retained, and that many others 
have been superadded, which experience has shown to be of equal, if not of superior 
efficacy, in protecting this branch of the Revenue. 

With 
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With respect to that part of the Memorialists’ statement, in which they illustrate 
their preceding observations by the case of two Distilleries belonging to the same 
person, in which the manufacture of Spirits for Malt and Grain is simultaneously 
conducted, it appears, from an inspection of the Returns for the last year, that of 
the 254 Distillers, who work in Scotland, three only are in the predicament which 
the Memorialists’ argument supposes. It is true that these works are extensive ; 
but as two of them arc occupied by the parties who have signed the present repre- 
sentation, it does not appear to us that their arguments, as far as they relate to the 
effect of such combined operations upon the trade in general, are entitled to much 
consideration. 

It may here be observed, that of the 254 Licensed Distillers before enumerated, 
there are eight only, who in the course of the last year, have worked from Malt and 
Raw Grain. Of this number, three, as we have already stated, possess distinct 
establishments ; the remaining five having occasionally varied their operations, for 
which a notice of one month is in all cases requisite. And it is very difficult to 
reconcile the Memorialists’ statement of the advantages to be derived from the com- 
bined manufacture of Malt and Grain Spirit, with the fact, that the number of 
Distillers in the Lowlands who work from each, has been reduced, in the last six 
years, from twenty-nine to eight ; whilst of the ninety-eight Distillers in the High- 
lands, there is only one whose Distillery is not entered for the manufacture of Malt 
Spirit exclusively. 

With respect to the inference to be drawn from the Accounts and Returns which 
are adverted to by the Memorialists, and which have been so repeatedly cited in 
confirmation of the opinion of those persons who conceive that the Drawback ought 
to be discontinued ; we have to observe, that the accounts in question have not been 
framed so as to show the real state of the transaction between the Revenue and the 
Public. They are, in the first place, made to assume that a certain definite proportion 
of Malt has been used in the production of the Grain Spirit made in Scotland 
and secondly, they omit all notice of the quantity of English Malt consumed in that 
country, and which, during the period which is embraced in these Returns, was 
known to be considerable. In order, however, to show to your Lordships the true 
state of the question, as it affects the Revenue, we have caused the annexed Account 
to be prepared, which exhibits the charge and consumption of Malt in Scotland, 
during the whole series of years in which the Malt Drawback has been in existence - 
the excess beyond the average consumption of the antecedent years and the total 
amount of the Drawback paid, as compared with the total amount of Duty upon 
that excess. From an inspection of the Account it will be evident, that so far from 
the total quantity of Malt made having been exceeded by the amount for which 
Drawback has been claimed in the shape of Spirits, as alleged by the Memorialists, 
the mere excess quantity of Malt above the average consumption of the years pre- 
vious to the grant of the Drawback, has produced an aggregate amount of Duty, 
more than sufficient to discharge the whole claims for Drawback. If the increased 
produce of the Duty on Spirits be taken into the account, the benefits which the 
Revenue has derived, are almost incalculable. 

The Memorialists further allege, that the existence of fraud by means of the Malt 
Drawback, is conclusively indicated by the relative prices of Grain and Malt Spirits, 
which are quoted as follows : — 

Grain - - - - 3s. 6d. per gallon. 

Malt - - - -2 s. to d. — 



The Memorialists have not stated any reason why the parties by whom these 
frauds are supposed to be perpetrated, should have reduced the price exclusively 
upon the Malt Spirit : We have, however, no direct means of disproving this asser- 
tion, but we have made particular inquiries as to the current price of the different 
qualities, which we find to be as follows : 



be 



Upon Scotch Spirits shipped for the London Market, and including the 
English Duty — 

Grain - 1 1 s. per gallon. 

Malt - - - - 13d'. 3d. — 

In Glasgow — Grain - - - - 3^. 

Malt - 3$. 4 d. to 55. 6d. 



From these Returns, upon the accuracy of which we can confidently rely, it will 
seen that the Spirits of both kinds are bearing a price fairly proportioned to the 
A 2 cos t 
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cost of feach ; for assuming that eighteen gallons of Spirits are producible from 
a quarter of Grain, and sixteen from the same quantity of Malt, it will appear that 
3'«. 4</. is the equivalent price of Malt Spirits to 3 s. the price of the Grain, 
disregarding in both cases the amount of Duty. 

Having thus noticed the principal facts adduced by the Distillers in support of 
their proposition for a Repeal of the Allowance, we shall proceed to offer to your 
Lordships some observations upon the effects which that Allowance has contributed, 
with other circumstances, to produce : and to submit such additional facts and state- 
ments as may enable your Lordships to judge of the expediency of continuing it. 

It is unnecessary to recapitulate, on this occasion, the objects for which the 
Allowance in question was originally granted ; but if we compare the state of the 
Malt or Spirit Duties previously to its commencement with their present amount, 
the result exhibits abundant proof of its general and progressive efficacy. In the 
year 1 820, the quantity of Spirits charged with Duty for Home consumption, was 
1,805,000 gallons. In the year 1830, it amounted to 5,918,000. The bushels of 
Malt charged in 1 820, at the present rate of Duty, would have produced £.156,000 ; 
and in 1830, the Receipt amounted to £.514,000— a sum exceeding the amount 
refunded in the shape of Drawback by £.180,000. In the Highland Collections, 
the quantity of Duty-paid Spirits retained for consumption, when the Allowance 
was first granted, amounted to 89,000 gallons; in the last year they amounted to 
upwards of 600,000. In the three last years, the quantity made in those districts 
has increased from 738,000 gallons to 1,002,000 — a fact which proves that the 
consumption of the adjacent districts is largely supplied by that peculiar description 
of Spirits, which comes immediately into competition with that which was known to 
have been exclusively supplied by the illegal Distiller. To these facts must be added 
the important consideration, that instead of a precarious and uncertain demand for 
the agricultural produce of those parts of the country which were previously infested 
by illicit Distillation, a ready market for Grain has been established ; and that the co- 
operation of the Landed Proprietors has been effectually secured in all the measures 
which have been adopted for the suppression of this evil. 

In what precise degree these beneficial effects may be attributed to the agency of 
the Malt allowance, it is impossible to determine. The reduction of the Duty on 
Spirits — the use of small Stills — and the increased activity and vigilance of the 
Officers, must undoubtedly have contributed to produce them ; but it is equally 
impossible to predict the effect of withdrawing any of the inducements which the 
present system holds out to the establishment of legal Distilleries, and the employ- 
ment of capital in aid of agriculture. It is, however, a fact, which comes within our 
experience, that in those parts of the country in which these inducements have not 
yet had their full effect, and where it is necessary, in consequence, to maintain a 
force for the suppression of illicit Distillation, advantage is immediately taken of 
every opportunity which may present itself of recurring to that practice ; from which 
it must be inferred, that even under all the advantages which the law holds out to 
the production of legal Spirit, the temptation is still great, and the occupation too 
lucrative to be abandoned. To enhance, therefore, the price of the legal Spirit 
would tend not only to impede the extension of small Distilleries, but would furnish 
an additional inducement to the revival of Smuggling; and to whatever extent the 
present allowance might be diminished, the substitution of Raw Grain for Malt 
would become an object to the Licensed Distiller, which would at once deteriorate 
the quality of the Spirit, and expose the Revenue to great loss. 

We have not failed to consider how far it might be practicable or judicious to 
limit the Malt allowance to those Districts which afford the greatest local facilities 
to the continuance of illicit Distillation. 

The first difficulty which occurs upon this part of the subject, is that of defining 
the limits to wfiich the distinction should be made applicable. If recourse be had to 
what is termed the old Highland Line, it is unnecessary to remind your Lordships, 
that as a mere geographical boundary, it has already been found to be ineffectual’ 
and that it would be manifestly inappropriate to the present circumstances and cha- 
racter of the population and trade of that part of the country ; but we think it will 
appear to your Lordships, that even if the practicability of establishing such a boun- 
dary as would include those districts only in which the expediency of continuing the 
allowance should appear unquestionable, were admitted, there are other insuperable 
objections to such a proposition, in the first place, it is notorious that a large 

portion 
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portion of the Spirits manufactured in the Highlands, whether by the licensed or the 
illegal Distiller, finds its way into the Lowlands, where the facilities for illicit Distil- 
lation do not exist in so great a degree. To interpose a distinction of Duty would 
therefore materially enhance the evil ; and such a measure would have the further 
effect of establishing many Distilleries upon the verge of this imaginary line, from 
which it might not be difficult clandestinely to convey the Spirits into the adjacent 
districts, where they would come into competition with those of the same quality, 
upon which the Drawback had not been allowed. A new system of Smuggling 
would thus be engendered ; and it is only necessary to advert to the present diffi- 
culty of repressing the illegal removal of Scotch Spirits to this country, to show to 
your Lordships the inevitable effects of creating a distinction between the rates of 
Duty upon the same article in a part of the country in which the facilities of fraud, 
both in the production of Spirits and the mode of removing them, would be greatly 
multiplied by such an arrangement. 

Your Lordships having adverted to the probable effect of the Malt Drawback 
upon the Trade in Spirits between Scotland and Ireland, we have directed an 
Account to be made out, showing the quantities of each description of Scotch Spirits 
removed for consumption in Ireland in the course of the last year. 

From the Return, it appears that the exportation consisted of 230,000 Gallons of 
Malt Spirits, and 729,000 Gallons of Spirits made from Grain. The quantities of 
Malt Spirits, with reference to the manufacture and consumption, is so inconsider- 
able, that we are unable to infer from it the existence of any undue advantages on 
the part of the Scotch Distiller. If such had been the fact, it appears to us that 
the quantity of that particular description of Spirits would not have borne so small 
a proportion to the exportation of Spirits from Grain. It is also obvious, that the 
cost of production may be further affected by the relative skill, prices of fuel, and 
other local circumstances in the two countries. It is further to be observed, that the 
Distillers in both countries work under precisely the same regulations, and are 
entitled to claim the same allowances. If, therefore, the privilege of working from 
Malt for the Drawback could be supposed to confer any peculiar advantages, we are 
unable to assign any satisfactory reason why the Irish Trader should have been 
backward in seeking to participate in the profits of such a speculation. 

We have, in a former part of this Report, adverted to the Statement of the 
Memorialists, of the amount of Revenue which, as they assert, has been needlessly 
sacrificed to the maintenance of the present system ; and which, they conceive, may 
be immediately saved, by the total repeal of the allowance. 

It has been proved, that the calculations upon which they infer the existence of 
fraud, were founded upon erroneous data, and it remains to be shown that they have 
wholly omitted to notice the important consideration, that the saving which they 
anticipate proceeds upon the supposition that the present quantities, both of Spirits 
and Malt, manufactured and brousht to charge, would suffer no diminution from 
the alteration. In this supposition we are by no means prepared to concur, as 
contrary to experience and to the analogy of all cases in which any material increase 
or diminution of the Rates of Duty upon particular articles has been effected. The 
Memorialists have also omitted to notice the fact, that every gallon of Spirits upon 
which the Drawback is claimed goes into consumption with a Malt Duty of 1 \d. 
per gallon — the required produce from a bushel of Malt, the Duty on which is 
2 s. yd., being two gallons of Proof Spirit, and the Drawback, in respect to these 
two gallons, amounts to 2.' ?. /\d. only. To whatever extent, therefore Raw Grain 
might be substituted for Malt, the Duty arising from this source, and which in the 
last year is computed to amount to about £.40,000. proportionably diminished. 

In conclusion, we beg to submit to your Lordships, that w hen the benefits which 
have been achieved by the present System, and the increasing probabilities that 
a perseverance in it for some time longer will eventually eradicate illicit Distillation, 
are compared with the evils which have resulted from that practice, and from 
attempts to collect any high Rate of Duty, the question is not to be decided, as the 
Memorialists imply, by considerations which are merely of fiscal nature ; but when 
it has, as we apprehend, been clearly shown, that exclusively of the large additional 
profit derived from the increased quantity of Spirits brought to charge, the Revenue 
has derived an absolute increase from the operation of the present Law, and that 
the effect of repealing it would be either to place the Licensed Distiller, especially 
those of small capital and inferior skill, under great disadvantages in his com- 
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petition with the smuggler, if not altogether to suspend his operations, -we are 
induced strongly to suggest to your Lordships the policy, particularly with reference 
nre enr f au S“ eiltati0 “ of on Spirits, of suspending any diminution of the 
present rate of allowance, until further experience shall have shown how far it mav 
he prudent to modify a System involving so many Interests, and from which the 
Revenue, and it might be added, the Community of those Districts in which it 
prevails, are at this time deriving so many important advantages. 

We are, &c. &c. &c. 



Excise Office, London,"] 
13 May 1831. ’j 



(signed) George Seymour. 

A. Campbell. 

J. Hart Davies. 
W. Parish. 



2. -AN ACCOUNT of the Quantities of Mam charged in each of the Six Years since 
a Drawback Was allowed on Malt used in Distillation j showing, the Excess charged in each 
Year above the Average of the Seven preceding Years, the Quantities estimated to have been 
consumed by Pnbl.c Brewers above the Avetage of the fonner Seven Years, and the Quantities 
remaining after deducting these Allowances, with the Duties thereon, and the Amount actually 

ridtenTvf ‘ “i , n ' he M28 ' ' 8 ' 29 ’ 1830 ; m<1 8h °™« " ,e Ayea ^ 

ot Bushels of Malt used by Brewers in the Seven Years preceding 1022. 



YEARS. 


' 

QUANTITY 

of 

MALT 
in Bushels. 


EXCESS 
each Year. 


Increased Quan- 
tity consumed 
by the 

Public Brewers. 


Difference. 


DUTY 

THEREON. 


AMOUNT 

actually 

Paid for Drawback. 


Average for 1 
Seven pre- J 
cedingyearsj 


1,302,087 


- 


624,296 


f Average Is 
t Public ] 


umber of Bushels 0 
rewers in those yea 


Malt used by 












£. 


s. < 1 . 






1822 - 


1,408,927 


106,840 


24,378 


82,462 


10,307 


15 - 


25,753 2 


6 




1.876,395 


574,308 


4,555 Minus 


578,863 


72,357 


17 6 


87,107 9 






2.774.095 


1,472,008 


5,548 Minus 


■,477.556 


184,694 


10 - 


194A54 17 


6 




3.513.128 


2,211,041 


33,270 


2,177,771 


272,221 


7 6 


269,335 15 






9 .726,555 


1,424,46s 


10,723 


1,413,745 


182,608 


14 7 


210,772 17 


6 1 




2,714,074 


1,411,987 


11,558 


1,400,429 


180,888 


14 11 


214,876 12 


0 




3.867,087 


2,565,000 


36,327 


2,528,673 


326,620 


5 3 


298,224 12 






3,712,954 


2,410,867 


2 1,865 Minus 


2,432,732 


314,227 


17 8 


302,140 16 






4,101,946 


2,799,859 


15,458 


2,784,401 


359,651 


15 11 


334,438 17 












£. 


1,903,578 


18 4 


1,936,805 1 


41 


Deduct Drawback refunded on the Exportation of Malt Spirits to England, £ . 


38,033 4 


11 














£. 


1,898,771 16 


5l 



Excise Office, Edinburgh,! 
13 April 1831. / 
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3 . — OBSERVATIONS on the Malt Drawback on Spirits distilled in 
Scotland and Ireland ; and on the Report on that Subject, dated 13 th May 
1831 , from the Board of Excise to the Lords of the Treasury : 



BY THE IRISH DISTILLERS. 



THE Malt Drawback on Spirits was first introduced into Scotland by the Act of 
the l & 2 Geo. IV. cap. 82, two years before a free intercourse in the trade of 
Spirits was established between Scotland and Ireland. This Drawback was given 
under a mistaken impression that the prevalence of Illicit Distillation was mainly 
caused by the superior quality of the Spirits made by the private Distiller ; and the 
Drawback, it was expected, would enable the licensed Distillers to make Spirits of 
similar quality, and thereby supersede the illicit manufacturer. 

The experiment utterly failed. The Drawback w r as abused to the injury of the 
Revenue, as all such Drawbacks ever will be, but no increase took place in the 
quantity of Spirits charged with Duty ; on the contrary, it was gradually diminish- 
ing under the operation of this Drawback. In 1821, the number of Gallons charged 
with Duty was 2,229,435; in 1822, it was 2,079,556 Gallons; and in the first 
three quarters of the year 1823, the diminution was such, that the year’s produce 
would have fallen much short of two millions of Gallons, if the law had not been 
then altered.* 

The persons who had deluded themselves with the idea,- that the Malt Drawback 
would be a panacea for all the evils of Illicit Distillation, began now to see what 
was at all times evident to those conversant on the subject, that so long as the 
Government struggled to collect a Duty of 6 s. 2 d. (300 per cent ad valorem ) on 
Spirits made in such countries as Scotland and Ireland, it was vain to hope for the 
suppression of Illicit Distillation. It became at last manifest, that the question 
between the legal and the illegal Distillers, was a question not of quality, but of 
price.f 

Accordingly the Commissioners of Revenue Inquiry then existing, recommended, 
and the Government fortunately adopted the recommendation, that the Duty on 
Whiskey should be reduced to 2S. per Wine-gallon proof, in both Scotland and 
Ireland, and one Distillery Law was enacted for both Countries. The framers of 
this law introduced into it many excellent regulations for the collection of the Duty, 
but they were unfortunately compelled, by a deference to the lingering prejudices of 
the Malt Drawback advocates, to continue the allowance, and moreover under much 
more objectionable regulations than before. 

By the former regulations the Drawback was in proportion to the quantity of 
Malt used by the Distillers. He who used all Malt, without mixture of unmalted 
Corn, received twice as much Drawback as he who used malted and unmalted Corn 
in equal quantities ; four times as much as he who used one-fourth Malt and three- 
fourths unmalted Corn, and so on. By the new system all Spirits were excluded 
from the benefit of the Drawback, in making which any portion whatever of un- 
malted Corn is used; and the effect of this was, that an honest trader had no option 
but to make his Spirits of Malt only, or of a mixed grist containing the smallest prac- 
ticable mixture of Malt; for it should be kept in mind, that a Corn Distiller cannot 
carry on his operations without Malt. 

The Distillery Law threw open the Spirit intercourse between the two countries, 
and Ireland, unfortunate Ireland, became a victim to its partial operation. The 
Distillery Law, strictly so called, was the same for Ireland as for Scotland ; but it 
was precisely adapted to the utensils of the Scotch Distilleries as then existing ; and 
the Irish were obliged to expend several hundred thousand pounds to alter and adapt 
their works to its provisions : again, though the Distillery Law itself was one and 
the same for both, yet the Malt Laws (which are in fact a most important branch 
of the Distillery Laws) were altogether dissimilar. In Ireland a most rigid system 



* Parliamentary Return of Session 1830, No. 2-24. 

+ See Evidence given before the Committee of the House of Commons on Illicit Distillation in 1816, 
passim. Also a great mass of Evidence to the same effect in the Appendix to the Fifth Report of the 
Commissioners of Revenue Inquiry, 1823. 
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of regulations existed, which, besides securing the Malt Duty much more effectually 
than in Scotland, greatly enhanced the expense of manufacture ; and thus, although 
raw grain was cheaper, Malt was much higher priced in Ireland than in Scotland. 
Further, both from the state of agriculture and the habits of the Distillers, Barley 
or Bere is the only grain converted into Whiskey in Scotland, while a very large 
portion ot the Corn used in the Irish Distillery is Oats. In many most extensive 
districts this is the only species of grain wffiich could be procured by the Distiller ; 
and it is perhaps pretty near the mark to estimate the quantity of Oats necessarily 
used by the Irish Distiller, as one-third of his whole grist. Yet, under the new 
system, if he used one bushel of Oats with a thousand bushels of Malt, he lost 
all claim to the Drawback; his Gallon of Spirits would be loaded with a Duty 
of 1$. 2d. more than that of his Scotch competitor, and this without taking into 
consideration any illegal advantage the latter may take of the Drawback. 

From all these causes the boon of a Malt Drawback, although a substantial one to 
the Scotch Distiller, was a mere mockery as regarded the Irish Manufacturer; up 
to the present moment he has not been able to avail himself of it. 

The Commissioners of Revenue Inquiry, although by no means aware when they 
recommended these regulations, of the enormous injury they would inflict on the 
Irish Distillery, had some fears on the subject, and they recommended that the 
intercourse in the Spirit Trade between Scotland and Ireland should not be thrown 
open until experience should have shown the effect of the new measures.* This 
recommendation was, however, utterly disregarded by the gentleman who at that 
time superintended the Revenue Branch of the Treasury, and in the teeth of it he 
gave directions to have the law' so framed as 'to open the intercourse at once. Year 
after year, from that period to the present, the Irish Trade have been endeavouring 
to obtain redress of this mighty grievance, but in vain ; their applications to the 
Excise Board, like those of all other Irish Traders, are treated with silent con- 
tempt; and the first official intimation they have obtained of the sentiments of that 
Department on the Malt Drawback, is contained in the sophistical and delusive 
Report made by the Board of Excise to the Lords of the Treasury, dated 13th 
May 1831, a copy of which their Lordships have been pleased to forward to the 
Irish Distillers, for their observations. 

The authors of this Report are, we perceive, strong sticklers for the purity of the 
Malt Drawback system, but they also appear to be very superficially informed on the 
subject. In saying this, we beg to disclaim any personal disrespect to the Gentlemen 
who have signed the Report. We are quite aware that the Commissioners of 
Excise have no means, as that Department is and long has been managed, of ac- 
quiring any practical knowledge beyond that “ little learning” which is dangerous. 
Although they are the organs of communication betw-een the Treasury and the 
Excise Department, yet on such a question as that now under discussion, they always 
take both their facts and their arguments from the Surveying General Examiners ; 
a corporation of narrow-minded men, who have never been known to admit that 
there was any, the smallest, defect in the Excise system under their management. 
Having premised thus much to deprecate personal offence, we are compelled to add 
that the Report of the Commissioners is not an impartial statement, such as should 
have sprung from a Public Board desirous of dealing out equal justice. 

We never heard an individual speak on the subject, even the warmest advocates 
of the Malt Drawback, who did not admit that there was much to be said against 
it, many objections to it; although he might argue that it had advantages more 
than sufficient to counterbalance its evils. But in the Report of the Excise Board 
we in vain look for any candid admission of the faults of the system, or the abuses 
to which it is liable; the whole is described as perfect, of “ superior efficacy,” “ fully 
“ adequate to the prevention of abuse,” and conferring benefits on the Revenue 

ulmost incalculable. It is the statement of a partisan, not of an umpire, every 
where exaggerating those facts which are in favour of the Drawback, while those of 
a contrary nature are studiously kept out of view, instead of being put fairly before 

the 



* The Commissioners say, “ It would, however, afford an unfair advantage to Scotland to admit a 
“ free intercourse immediately. It is further necessary to ascertain that the regulations to be 
“ established are effectual for securing the payment by the Distillers of the Duties on the Malt 
consumed, upon which the Spirit Duty will in future so materially depend .” And they conclude 
the Report by recommending, that the laws which regulated the intercourse (and which virtually 
prohibited it) should remain unaltered until the next Session of Parliament . — See Supplement to their 
Fifth Report, pages 9 and xi. 
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the Treasury for consideration. It would be impossible for a Board of Scotch 
Malt Distillers to put forth a statement more exclusively advocating one side of the 
question, or more industriously suppressing every fact on the other. 

We are very much at a loss to know what are the statements to which this Report 
professes to be a reply. W e know nothing about the Memorials of which it speaks ; 
they would appear to us, as far as we can collect from the Report, to have emanated 
from some Scotch Manufacturers, who are aggrieved by the abuse of the Malt 
Drawback. Although the Report adverts to Parliamentary Accounts, and to con- 
clusions drawn therefrom by the enemies of the Drawback, yet this is done in lan- 
guage so very general and evasive, that we are quite unable to say, whether or not 
any thing in it is intended as a reply to the statements and calculations by which the 
Irish Distillers have from time to time exposed the abuses of the system. The lan- 
guage of the Commissioners, in some parts of the Report, would lead to an inference 
that they had seen some of these statements and calculations. If so, the course 
they have taken is neither candid nor manly. Instead of endeavouring to smother 
discussion by an authoritative dictum, ex cathedrd, that “ the accounts in question 
“ have not been framed so as to show the real state of the transaction,” they should 
have grappled with our figures and our facts, which, whether correct or not, are at 
least plain and specific. We have proved, as far as Parliamentary Papers and 
common arithmetic can prove it, that the Scotch Distillers do not pay half as much 
Malt Duty on their Spirits as the Irish Distillers pay; and we undertake to show, if 
the Excise Board be compelled to produce the detailed accounts, that this Duty is 
altogether evaded by a great many distillers in Scotland. We have proved, on 
the same authority (that of Parliamentary Papers and arithmetic), that up to 
the year 1828 the Scotch Distillers had received the Drawback on nearly three 
millions of bushels of Malt which never existed, or the existence of which the Excise 
at least could not account for, as they had never charged any Duty on such Malt ; 
and we now perceive, in Parliamentary Paper No. 58, of the present Session, that 
this species of fraud continues to go on up to the present moment. We have further 
referred to the Reports of the late Parliamentary Commission of Revenue Inquiry, 
wherein is detailed the Evidence on oath of the most scientific Distillers in Scotland, 
as to the actual cost of manufacturing Spirits, assuming a given price for Corn : and 
we are ready to prove, before any tribunal the Treasury may appoint, that for years 
past, taking the price of Corn as it actually was, Scotch Spirits have been freely 
selling in Ireland from 20 to 25 per cent, under what the Scotch Distillers on that 
occasion stated on oath to be the cost of making them.* It is not by general asser- 
tions of ignorant and interested persons, or by insinuations against the skill of the 
Irish Distillers, that such allegations as the above are to be rebutted. 

The Report states, that whatever defects may have existed in the Drawback regu- 
lations of former laws have been corrected. We, on the contrary, assert that every 
alteration of the regulations, since the first introduction of the Drawback, has placed 
the fair trader in a worse position than he was in before such alteration. If the 
abuses of former regulations had been corrected, as the Excise contend, the net Malt 
revenue accruing to the Exchequer from Scotland would have improved ; whereas, 
although the manufacture of Beer has greatly increased, and the manufacture of 
Whiskey is now carried on in Scotland for more than half the consumption of Eng- 
land, and for one-seventh of that of Ireland, yet the net Scotch Malt Revenue, which 
obviously should keep pace with the increased quantity of Beer and Whiskey, is 
diminishing . f This is a sufficient general answer to the assertion that the abuses 
have been remedied ; but we will give some specific instances of injurious alterations 
made in the regulations. 

As the term Raw Corn Spirits conveys an incorrect idea to those not versed in the 
process of distillation, it is proper to observe that, strictly speaking, there are no Raw- 
Corn Spirits made. Every Distiller uses some Malt; the process could not be carried 
on without it. The term Raw Corn Spirits is used as a denomination for Spirits 
made from a mixture of malted and unmalted Corn, in contradistinction to those 
made from malted Corn only. The quality of the Malt, and perhaps the skill of the 

Distiller, 



* See Appendix to the Fifth Report of the Parliamentary Commissioners of Revenue Inquiry, 
1823, pp. 198, 300, 202, 208, 233, &c. &c. 

f See Finance Accounts, 1829, 1830, and 1831, showing a diminished net Malt Revenue in the 
last two years compared with the first ; yet it appears, on the showing of the Excise themselves, that 
the Brewers in Scotland used last year 739,331 bushels of Malt, while in the preceding year they used 
but 602,4+0 bushels. (See Paper No. 187 of 1830, and Paper No. 58 of this Session.) 

150. B 
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Distiller, affect the proportions of this mixture ; but the Duty on Malt, by greatly en- 
hancing its price, acts as a constantly controlling power, and induces the Manufac- 
turer to use as small a quantity of that grain as is compatible with the success of 
his process. The practice varies very much on this head, sometimes one-fifth and 
sometmes not more than a tenth, of the grist being malted. In those countries 
where Malt is not liable to duty, aud where the Distillers are therefore free to choose 
a larger portion of Malt is commonly used, about one-fourth, and sometimes one- 
third, part of the whole grist. But no people in the civilized world, except the 
scotch, have found it advantageous to use malted grain only in the manufacture of 
Lorn Spirits,- a circumstance which we may, in passing, observe is an almost con- 
clusive argument against the honesty of the Drawback system. In the north of 
France, in Belgium, in Holland, in Prussia, in Russia, and in America, the Com 
Distiller, having a free choke, uses a mired grist. Does this not prove that it is 
not merely a free choice, but a bonus, the Scotch Distiller enjoys under the nresent 
regulations ? K 

The principle on which the Commissioners of Revenue Inquiry endeavoured to 
frame the regulations for the Drawback, was that of leaving to the Manufacturer this 
free choice, by retaining just as much of the Malt Duty on Malt Spirits as was 
equal to the average Malt Duty which attached to raw C'orn Spirits as usually ma- 
nufactured, and which their inquiries led them to fix at 3 d. per English Wine gallon 
The soundness of this principle may be questioned, inasmuch as an ad valorem Duty 
is more equitable than an arbitrary one ; and it was assumed throughout by the 
Commissioners, that Malt Spirits were more valuable, and would brim> a consider- 
ably higher price in the market than Corn Spirits ; it also was manifestly unjust that 
a Distiller could not use a grist the half of which was Malt, without payinv a much 
higher Duty than if his whole grist was Malt. Such, however, whether “sound or 
unsound, was the principle acted upon, and the amount of Drawback was so cal 
ciliated as to retain a Malt Duty of 3 d. per gallon on Malt Spirits, as an equivalent 
for the 3 d. necessarily and unavoidably attaching to raw Grain Spirits 
: When the change of weights and measures to the Imperial Standard took place it 
became necessary to revise the various Duties and Drawbacks, and this task so far 
as it related to the Malt Drawback, fell into the hands of persons whom the result 
proves to have been altogether ignorant of the manner in which the regulation of 
that Drawback operated, and the principles on -which it was calculated.- 

The Drawback had been 1 s. on the English Wine gallon, and the Excise (the 
London Excise, for the Scotch and Irish portion of that Department would have 
known better) simply calculating that an English Wine gallon is to an Imperial gal- 
lon as one shilling is to fourteen-pence and a fraction, fixed the Drawback at fourteen- 
pence on the Imperial gallon, and actually imagined that in doing so they had dimi- 
nished it to the extent of the fraction. The subject was, indeed, too intricate for the 
comprehension of the English Surveying Generals, and they entirely forgot that the 
former Drawback was paid on a produce of two Wine gallons from the bushel of 
Malt, the latter on a produce of two Imperial gallons. It isgenerally understood that the 
Scotch Malt Distillers were the instructors and advisers of the persons who made 
this bungling calculation. Be that as it may, the result of this piece of legerdemain 
was, that the Drawback was increased so as to amount to 2 s. 4 d. instead of 2 j. per 
bushel of Malt, and the Malt Spirits got rid of about 60 per cent, of the Malt Duty 
to which they had been previously liable. The Commissioners of Inquiry had fixed 
this Malt Duty, after laborious investigation, at 3 d. per wine gallon which was 
equ.valent to 3-^ per Imperial gallon. The London Excise calculators, without 
any investigation at all, and without any sanction from the Government, reduced this 
Duty to three half-pence per Imperial gallon, and thereby gave the Scotch Malt Dis- 
tiller over and above all the advantages he before enjoyed, an additional bonus of 
2-rVfl. per gallon out of the Public Revenue. 

Another change of regulation took place about the same period, which was equally 
injurious to the fair trader, although its consequences could scarcely have been fore- 
seen at the time. The law, as framed by the Parliamentary Commission in 182-? 
not only presumed, but enjoined, that the raw Corn Distiller should use such a por- 
tion of Malt as would amount to a Duty of 3d. per gallon on his Spirits. This 
regulation was repealed in 1826, apparently with a view to relieve the Distiller as it 
was thought unfair to fix on him a specific Dutv for Malt in Scotland and Ireland 
while the English Distiller was left, in that particular, unrestricted. 

So. far as Ireland was concerned, this change had scarcely any practical opera- 
tion. Some individuals, possessing better Malt or more skill, derived, perhaps, a 

trifling 
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trifling advantage from the alteration ; but the proportion of Malt absolutely 
required in the manufacture of raw Corn Whiskey, so nearly corresponded with 
that insisted on by the law, that the Excise Accounts showed very nearly the same 
quantity used after the restriction was removed as they had done before. 

Not so, however, in Scotland. The lynx-eyed Distillers of that country immedi- 
ately discovered, that by means of the Malt Drawback regulations, they could now 
defraud the Revenue of the greater part of the Duty on the Malt used in making 
raw Corn Spirit ; and accordingly, from the moment the alteration took place in the 
law, the proportion of Malt appearing by the Excise Accounts to be used in making 
jaw Corn Spirits, was surprisingly diminished. But so little were the heads of the 
Excise Department aware of the true nature and bearings of the Drawback regu- 
lations, that this circumstance did not excite their vigilance or attention. 

At length the Irish Trade, with much difficulty and opposition on the part of the 
Excise Department, got a Return laid before The House of Commons, which ex- 
posed the manner in which the change affected the Malt Revenue, even during the 
first six months of its operation. It is No. 299. of the Papers of 1 827, and we beg 
to extract from it the following facts : 

The quantity of raw Corn Spirits made in England, during the half year, was 
1,765,807 gallons, in the making whereof were used 184,003 bushels of Malt, 
which attached a Malt Duty of rather more than three-pence to each gallon of 
Spirits. 

The quantity of raw Corn Spirits made in Ireland, during the same period, was 
5,766,490 gallons, in making whereof 529,716 bushels of Malt were used, yielding 
a Malt Duty of scarcely three-pence, but more than two-pence three farthings per 
gallon. 

The quantity of raw Corn Spirits made in Scotland, during the same period, was 
2,806,932 gallons, in making whereof 1 25,050 bushels of Malt were used, which 
yielded a Malt Duty of one penny farthing only per gallon. 

These facts, we trust, require no comment ; but they become still more striking, 
and pregnant with proof, both of the extent to which the Drawback is abused, and 
of culpable laxity of the Excise, when a few individual cases from the Account are 
selected. The following will suffice : — 





Gallons of Spirits 


Bushels of Malt 


Malt Duty 


DISTILLER. 


Distilled. 


as per Excise 
Accounts. 


attaching to 


Glasgow Company - 


l 5 2 >347 


=,657 - 


id. per gallon. 


D. M'Farlane - 


58,662 


350 { 


] 1 penny op 
| 6 gallons, 


Thomas Calder -- 


25>037 


70 | 


1 penny on 
12 gallons. 


John Haig - 


=6,877 


80 { 


l penny on 
25 gallons. 


John Harvey & Co. - 


60,779 


40 | 


50 gallons. 



The foregoing are the Two principal alterations that have been made in the Malt 
Drawback regulations since 1823. The first, by a bungling calculation, gave the 
Malt Distiller an additional and unjust bonus of 2-^d. per gallon, — in itself an 
ample profit on his trade. The second enabled the Scotch raw Corn Distillers to 
evade the payment of any Malt Duty at all. Does the Board of Excise allude to 
either of these alterations, when they say that whatever defects formerly existed have 
been removed ? 

The Excise Report enters into a detailed description of the mode in which the 
Malt must be manufactured on which Draw back is to be claimed ; and we appeal to 
every reader, not having the knowledge which a Distiller or Exciseman possesses on 
the subject, whether the description of checks and regulations given in this Report 
does not convey to his mind the impression that all Malt to be used in making Spirits 
for Drawback, is under the close surveillance and custody of an Excise Officer, from 
the moment it is made until it is deposited in the Distiller’s mash tun ! Could any 
I.30. B 2 one 
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one hive supposed from this description, that Malt may be made in Norfolk, and 
the Duty drawn back by a Distiller professing to make Whiskey of it in Glasgow? 
Yet such is the case, although we must presume the authors of the Report were not 
aware of the fact. If aware of it, they would scarcely have told the Lords of the 
Treasury, that after the Malt is measured from the kiln, it must be immediately re- 
moved to the Distillery. Nothing can be farther from the truth than this assertion. 
The Malt is removed irom the Malt-house to a Distillery at whatever time the owner 
of it may think fit, and not to any particular Distillery, as the language of the Report 
certainly conveys to the understanding, but to the Distillery of any Distiller in Scot- 
land, who may think proper to buy it from the maker ; and if any candour could be 
obtained from the Excise Department, we would ask them by what possible contri- 
vance they could prevent the owners of such Malt from abstracting a portion of it, 
and substituting raw' grain in its place, during its passage from the Malt-house to a 
Distillery five, or fifty, or a hundred miles distant. 

Equally unfounded is the assertion, that “ Distillers from Malt are prohibited 
“ from having raw Grain on their premises, under a heavy penalty.” Many of the 
Malt Distillers, indeed we believe the greatest number, make Malt on their premises. 
To make Malt, they must first have Barley. What do the Excise mean, what 
deceptions impression do they seek to convey to the Treasury, by saying that a 
Malt Distiller is not allowed to have any raw Grain on his premises ? The persons 
who have thus ignorantly or deceptively misled the Excise Board on this point, 
might with truth have stated, that the law inhibits the having ground raw Corn on 
a Malt Distiller’s premises, but should at the same time have added that any such 
inhibition is ridiculously nugatory, becase if a Miller chooses to throw a portion of 
Barley into his hopper while he is grinding Malt, the Excise have no possible means 
of preventing or detecting him. 

In the same paragraph the Commissioners are made by their informants to tell 
the Treasury, that it is the duty of the Officer to see the Malt deposited in the mash 
.tun, and also that all Malt on which Drawback is claimed, must be ground on the 
Distiller’s premises. Neither of these statements is correct. It cannot be the duty 
of the Officer to do what is impossible. The law does not require that he should 
see the Malt deposited in the mash tun, and if any Excise order to that effect has 
ever been issued, it is, like a great many other of their orders, merely put forth to 
make a specious and deceitful show of strictness and vigilance; it is not, nor could 
it be, obeyed, were the number of Excise Officers doubled. As to the grinding, the 
law requires that the operation should be performed in a mill on or adjacent to the 
Distiller’s premises ; but the word adjacent is in this case very liberally construed 
by the Excise Board. We think they are right in so construing such a clause, and 
are happy to have any opportunity of giving that Board credit for liberality ; but 
why have they. stated to their Lordships that such a restriction is enforced? We 
observe, indeed, that their expression is guarded ; they do not say that the Malt is 
ground on the Distiller’s premises, but merely that the law requires it to be so ground. 
Have we not here, as in many other parts of the Report, the suppressio veri, the 
suggestip falsi ? 

We are further told, that all Malt for which the allowance can be claimed, is 
“ measured and taken an account of at the kiln, by which any surplus above the 
“ gauged quantities in the preceding stages of the operation is charged with Duty.” 
We can assure the Excise Board that this is a very foolish proceeding, and that any 
Officers who are engaged in carrying it into execution could not be less profitably 
employed. The Manufacturer for his own sake will take care that all the Malt he 
makes under the Drawback regulations shall be charged with Duty ; it is his interest 
that it should be so charged ; nay more, however surprising it may appear to the 
Excise Board, the Distiller of mixed Grain Spirits xcould most willingly submit to 
have every bushel of his raw Corn measured in a similar manner, and charged with 
the Malt Duty , the Excise Officers covenanting in return that they would after- 
wards allow such Corn the Drawback as Malt when used in the Distillery. This we 
know is Greek to the Excise Board, but it is nevertheless true, and the effect there- 
fore of their notable regulation is, that a grpat number, perhaps hundreds of their 
Officers, are wasting their time and of course the public money, in ridiculous 
measurements of Malt, to guard against the trader doing that which it is his direct 
and palpable interest not to do. 

After the Malt shall have left the Malt-house, and while it is on its way to the 
Distillery — after this, indeed, the owner may and will have an interest in abstracting 

• some 
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some of it, substituting Barley for the quantity so abstracted ; and we repeat our 
question to the Excise, How do they prevent this? how could they prevent it?* 

We shall state but one more of the almost innumerable abuses to which this 
corrupt system is liable. The law requires, that whenever Spirits on which the 
Drawback has been allowed shall be sent into England, that Drawback shall be 
refunded. Now let us suppose that a person, who is the owner of ten puncheons 
of Malt Whiskey on which the Drawback has been paid, is also the owner of ten 
puncheons of raw Corn Spirits, both parcels in the Excise warehouses, and that he 
is desirous of sending the ten puncheons of Malt Sprits into England, without re- 
funding the Draw-back ; let us suppose that in order to effect this purpose, he obtains 
two permits, one for the conveyance of the ten puncheons of raw Corn Spirits from 
the warehouse into England, and the other for the conveyance of the ten puncheons 
of Malt Whiskey to some consignee in Scotland, or to be sent to Ireland. Having 
then made his arrangements, he takes these two parcels of Spirits out of the ware- 
houses at the same time, and gives to the carrier going to England the ten puncheons 
of Malt Spirits, with the permit for the ten puncheons of raw Corn Spirits, and to the 
carrier conveying the raw Corn Spirits through Scotland, the permit for the Malt 
Spirits, making, of course, the necessary alterations of marks and numbers on the 
casks. He will thus have a protection for the conveyance of his Malt Spirits into 
England, without refunding a shilling of the Drawback ; and having thus made a 
fraudulent profit of 1 s. 2d. per gallon on these Spirits, he can afford to sell the ten 
puncheons of raw Corn Spirits at a low price to a dealer in Scotland, or he perhaps 
will send them to Ireland, and dispose of them at the usual rate of twenty per cent, 
less than first cost ■ 

. The Excise Board state, that their checks are fully adequate to the prevention of 
abuse — will thev presume to say that such a device as we have just described, is not 
practised almost daily ; or will they point out any method by which they can pos- 
sibly prevent it ? 

Near the end of the Report, there is a passage which has excited in our minds 
the most unqualified astonishment. Speaking of the consequences of repealing the 
Drawback, it is said : “ The Memorialists have also omitted to notice the fact, that 
“ every gallon of Spirits upon which the Drawback is claimed, goes into consumption 
“ with a Malt Duty of 1 £ d. per gallon, the required produce from a bushel of Malt, 
“ the Duty on which is 2 s. "jd ., being two gallons of proof Spirits, and the Drawback 
“ in respect of these two gallons amounts to 2 s. 4 d. only. To whatever extent, 
“ therefore, raw grain might be substituted for Malt, the duty arising from this 
“ source, and which in the last year is computed to amount to. about 40,000/., 
“ would be proportionably diminished.” 

If this be really written in good faith, it indicates a confusion of intellect, a fatuity 
of mind perfectly astounding. Were the Drawback repealed, the Malt Duty on 
Spirits made of Malt only, would be is. 2d. more than it is at present, and to 
whatever extent raw Corn might be substituted for Malt, this 1 s. 2d. additional 
Duty would be diminished ; but it could not, under any circumstances, be made to 
vanish entirely, because it is impracticable to carry on the process of Corn Distil- 
lation without using a greater proportion of Malt than would give a Duty of 1 \d. 
per gallon. Therefore, if the Malt Drawback were abolished, the Revenue would 
necessarily receive in Scotland, as it receives at present in England and Ireland, 
from 2\ d. to 3 d. per gallon, being the Duty on the minimum quantity of Malt the 
process*admits of ; and as there is no doubt but the proportion of Malt would, by 
many Distillers, be increased beyond the minimum, the Malt Duty on a gallon of 
Spirits would be increased in the same proportion. At all events, by the repeal of 
the Drawback, a Malt Duty of 2 \d. or 3 d. would be secured on all Spirits, instead 
of 1 \d. on Malt Spirits, and nothing at all on mixed Grain Spirits, as at present. 
This, in fact, is so plain, that we feel conscious our explanation, like every attempt 
to demonstrate what is self-evident, rather obscures it ; and we can only acquit the 
passaae of being a wilful deception, by supposing its authors to imagine that the raw 
Corn ^Distiller carries on his work without any Malt at all. Many of them, to be 
sure, pay no Malt Duty, thanks to the Drawback ; and the Excise, always prone 

to 



* The Malt thus abstracted is afterwards disposed of to Brewers and raw Com Distillers, who may 
perhaps be not at all cognisant of the fraud. An immense quantity of it is also disposed of in the 
North of England ; and, be it remarked, that no matter to what extent this latter practice is carried on, 
it will never be betrayed by any falling-off in the Scotch Malt Revenue. It is the English Excise 
Accounts that are thereby affected. 
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to arguing in vicious circles, will possibly urge this as a proof that they use no 
Malt. 

Throughout the whole of the Report an effort is kept up to impress on their 
Lordships’ minds, that the great increase which has taken place in the quantity of 
Spirits brought to charge in Scotlaud, since 1 823, is attributable to the Drawback. 
Nothing can be more uncandid or unfounded than this. In the first place, the 
Excise Board must know, and should not have concealed from their Lordships,’ that 
the Malt Drawback was, as we have stated in an early part of this paper, in force 
in Scotland for two years before the operation of the Law of 1823, and that not 
the smallest improvement took place in the Revenue. On the contrary, the 
number of gallons of Spirits brought to charge was diminishing rapidly, until the 
Distillery Regulations of Messrs. Logie & Coffey were brought into operation, 
accompanied by a great reduction of Duty. In the second place, the Excise Board 
must know, and should also have brought under their Lordships’ notice, that the 
same Law and the same reduction of Duty produced even a greater improvement 
in the Distillery Revenue of Ireland than in that of Scotland, although in the former 
country the Malt Drawback remained a dead letter. There was nothing in the state 
of Scotland to contradistinguish it from Ireland ; on the contrary, the cfrcumstances 
in each country were remarkably similar, and every observation the Board makes on 
the prevalence of Illicit Distillation, and a taste for Illicit Spirits, applies with fully 
as much, nay, with more, force to Ireland than to Scotland. On every principle of 
sound reasoning, therefore, the effects which were produced in both couutries in 
common should be attributed to the causes operating in both countries in common ; 
and the Excise Board has no right to seek, in the nostrum of the Malt Drawback* 
a special cause in Scotland for the increased quantity of Spirits common to both 
Ireland and Scotland. 



The following Comparative Statement of the Improvement brought about 
by the Law of 1823, i Q both countries, is extracted from Paper No. 224, laid 
before the House of Commons in 1 830 : — 



GALLONS CHARGED WITH DUTY. 

YEAR ENDING 5ih JANUARY. 


In Scotland. 


In Iceland. 


1821 - 1,742,044 


2 >639,72o 


1822 - - - - -2,229,435 


2,649,170 


1823 - 2,079,556 


2 >3 2 8,387 


6,051,035. 


7,617,277 


Average - - - 2,017,011 


2 > 539 »° 9 2 


1828 - 4 > 75 V 99 


8,260,664 


1829 ‘ 5,716,180 


9 > 937 > 9°3 


1830 “ 5,777,280 


9,212,223 


16,245,659 


27,410,790 


Average - - 5(415,210 


SM 36,930 


j Increase 268 per cent. 


Increase 360 per cent. 



/ft * tK m it r\ , , U ™ ° j • t , f an ° ,m P roved Distillery Regulations, 

without the Malt Drawback, produced m Ireland an increase in the gallon! charged 
vnth Duty of 360 per cent while the same reduction of Duty and the same improved 
Regulations mth the Malt Drawback, produced in Scotland an increase of 268 per 
cent. If the increased quantity of Spirits brought to charge under the new system 
warranted the Board of Excise in drawing any conclusion at all as to the effect of 
the Malt Drawback ,t is clear, from the foregoing facts, that the conclusion should 
have been, that the Drawback, instead of causing, rather counteracted, the increase. 

Encouraged 
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Encouraged by the signal success which attended the reduction of Duty and the 
new Distillery Law in Scotland and Ireland, the Government, on the recommenda- 
tion of the Commissioners of Inquiry, determined to adopt the same measures in 
England; and, accordingly, in 1826, the Duty on Corn Spirits was reduced front 
12 s. 7 d. to 7s. per gallon, and all the important provisions of the Irish and Scotch 
Distillery Law (with the exception of the Malt Drawback) were enacted for the 
regulation of the English Distilleries. This change was followed by the same good 
consequences in England as in the other two countries ; the number of gallons 
charged with Duty, which had fluctuated between three and four millions, was 
doubled in the very first year of the new Law, and continues to touch very nearly on 
eight millions of gallons annually ever since ; affording an additional proof, if any 
were necessary, that the Malt Drawback had nothing to do with the improvement 
brought about by these new Distillery measures.* 

It is probable the annals of Finance do not furnish three more successful examples 
of fiscal legislation; and it is worthy of remark, that the introduction of those 
changes in the Distillery system had no more determined opponents than the 
English Excise Department ; a tolerably good proof that their opinions on matters 
of Distillery regulation are of very little value. 

At the end of the Report there is a Malt Account, the object of which, as well as 
we can decipher it, appears to be to show that there has been an increase in the Malt 
Revenue, since the introduction of the Drawback, sufficient to pay it. A more in- 
volved and confused congregation of figures was never brought together for the pur- 
poses of deceit and mystification ; and perhaps the following extract from a former 
representation is the best answer to give it : 

“ It would be an endless task to expose all the delusions practised by the sup- 
“ porters of the Drawback to deceive the Excise Board and the Government. One 
“ more, however, it may be necessary to state. Those persons urge that the Draw- 
“ back does not injure the Revenue, because, they say, it creates a Fund for paying 
“ itself; and in proof of this, a comparative Statement is put forth to show that the 
“ Scotch Distillers pay Duty into the Exchequer on as many bushels of Malt now 
“ as they did before the existence of the Drawback. This is a sheer deception, in 
“ which the most material facts are suppressed. In the first place, the Duty on 
“ Malt was much higher during the former than during the latter period of this 
“ comparison ; and, secondly, the quantity of Spirits distilled was much greater 
“ during the latter than during the former ; and the Statement, when these omissions 
“ (wilful omissions) are supplied, amounts to this — that nme, when the Duty on 
“ Malt is low, the Scotch Distillers use as much Duty-paid Malt in making ten 
“ millions of gallons of Spirits us they used a few years ago, when the Malt Duty 
“ was high, in making three millions. And this has been foisted on the Excise 
“ Board as a proof that the Malt Drawback is not injuring the Malt Revenue.” 

Truly, this Account is altogether a droll affair. The Scotch Distillers manufacture 
annually between four and five millions of gallons of Spirits for the use of the people 
of England and of Ireland, and they are under the unpleasant necessity of paying 
Duty on the Malt they use in manufacturing these Spirits. But,, say the Excise, 
“ the Scotch have thereby created a fund,” “ the making of these Spirits in Scotland 
“ for the English and Irish has been the means of increasing the Malt Revenue in 
“ Scotland ;” “ and although this increased Revenue is really and virtually levied 
“ off the English and Irish people, it is but just and equitable to give the amount 
“ back to the Scotch, in the shape of a Drawback on the Spirits made for their own 
“ consumption.” 

If this be not the meaning of the Excise Account under consideration, and of the 
Board’s reasoning on it, we would be glad to hear any other exposition. 

When the period arrives, which is rapidly approaching, when all the Corn Spirits 
for the consumption of the United Kingdom will be made in Scotland, the gross 
Malt Duty in that country will, of course, be much greater than it is now, and will 
furnish, as the Excise view it, a very handsome Drawback Fund ; and, provided the 

increased 



* We observe that the new system had produced its maximum effect in Scotland in 1825. The 
Gallons for Home Consumption in the Year to 1st January 1826, being 5,981,549, an Amount which 
it has never since exceeded . — See Paper, No. 224, already referred to. Yet, at that time, the practice 
of making Spirits for Drawback was not carried on to much more than half its present extent. How 
do the Excise account for this, according to their doctrine, that the Drawback is conferring “ incai- 
“ culable” (we admit they are incalculable ) benefits on the Revenue. 

In truth, look on it in whatever light we may, their doctrine does not (or a moment stand the test 
of examination, 

150, B 4 
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i Q creased claims for Drawback oniy swallow up the whole of this Fund, the sapient 
framers of the Account will be quite satisfied that the system is working well. They 
will put forth another Account, mystified by figures in red ink, to show', in the words 
of the Report, “ That the mere excess quantity of Malt above the average consump- 
“ tion of the years previous to the grant of the Drawback, has produced an aggregate 
“ amount of duty sufficient to discharge the whole claim for Drawback.” In other 
words, the Duty on all the Malt used in making Spirits for England, Ireland, 
and Scotland, has produced an aggregate amount of Duty sufficient to discharge the 
Drawback claimed by the Scotch Distillers. Verily, the guardians of our Excise 
Revenue are acute reasoners. 

Although the preparers of the Account thus drag into the Drawback Fund the 
whole of the increased consumption of Malt caused by the reduction of the Malt 
Duty, and by the manufacture of seven millions additional gallons of Spirits, yet 
they are not able to swell the Fund up to the amount of Drawback ; and, to make 
both ends meet, they deduct from the latter the amount of Drawback refunded on 
the exportation of Malt Spirits into England. This contemptible trick will avail 
them nothing ; every body must see that the Scotch Distillers received this excess of 
Drawback, and that it was by the consumers in England it was really refunded. 
We merely call attention to the cirumstance, as an additional instance of the dis- 
honest spirit in which the whole Report is got up, and the petty, mean shifts that 
have been resorted to in support of its fallacious statements. 

The Brewers use more Malt, and the Distillers make more Spirits ( without 
reckoning the Malt Spirits at all), since than before the Drawback system. 
There is, therefore, an increased consumption of Malt, without at all taking into 
account what is used in making Malt Spirits, about thirty-three millions of gallons 
of which have been distilled. Where is the i %d. per gallon Malt Duty, which 
the Excise says these Spirits have been charged with since 1826? Where is the 
$^d. per gallon with which they were chargeable before that year? Not one far- 
thing of either has ever reached the Exchequer ; on the contrary, their own Account 
shows that the Excise have paid it all away in Drawbacks, and 33,226/. besides of 
the ordinary Malt Revenue, arising from Beer and mixed Grain Spirits. 

One word more on this Account, and we have done. We perceive that it professes 
to give in figures, in red ink, the average number of bushels of Malt used by the 
public Brewers in Scotland, during the seven years immediately preceding the Malt 
Drawback. We are extremely curious to know, and with great deference beg to ask 
the Excise Board, where they obtained this information ; and our reason for being so 
anxious on the subject is, that when Parliament applied last Session for this very 
information, the Excise made a Return to the House, that it could not be given ; that 
no Account had been kept of the quantities used by Brewers at that period.* Are 
the figures in red ink imaginary quantities, which the concoctors of the Account put 
down for the edification of the Lords of the Treasury ; or is it, on the other hand, 
the practice of the Excise Officers, when called on by Parliament for an Account 
which they do not wish to give, to make a return, that they cannot give it? We 
pause for a reply. 

Loudon, July 21, 1831. 



Since the foregoing Observations were printed, we have discovered another 
misrepresentation in the Excise Account deserving of exposure, as it 
makes manifest the premeditated design of its framers in Edinburgh to 
mislead the Board of Excise. 

The fifth column of the Account purports to give the increased quantity of Malt 
consumed by Distillers since the Drawback system, and the sixth column purports 
to be the duty thereon. Now-, a very large portion of this Malt w as Bere or 
Bigg Malt, and charged with Duty at the rate of 2 s. per bushel, yet it is all cal- 
culated in the Account as if it were Barley Malt, and charged at the rate of 2 s. 7 d.- 
per bushel. We have not access to Excise Accounts, to enable us to say what was 
the exact proportion of Bigg Malt ; but we happen to know, from authentic sources 
of information, which we defy the Excise to contradict, that it has exceeded 
seven hundred thousand bushels annually on an average of the last three years. 



* See Parliamentary Paper of Session 1830, No. 223. 
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In this way alone, therefore, in addition to all other misrepresentations, the Excise 
Account under examination has given a false credit to the Drawback Fund, of more 
than twenty thousand pounds per annum. 

The practice of making Malt at a low rate of Duty, under pretext of its being 
Bere or Bigg (which by the bye is another fraud of Scotch invention), is no doubt 
carried on now to a greater extent than it was at the commencement of the Malt 
Drawback System ; for it is the inevitable tendency of such abuses to extend them- 
selves until their enormity compels the Government to interfere. We shall there- 
fore, in the absence of precise official information, endeavour to avoid captious 
objection, by estimating the amount of the false credit given in this way to the 
Drawback Fund, at 15,000/. per annum only, instead of 20,000/. The Account 
will then stand thus : — 



False Credit given to the Drawback Fund, by calculating 
the Duty of Bere Malt as if it were Barley Malt, 1 5,000/. 
per annum, for the nine years in the Account 
Malt Duty of 3 -^d. per gallon on ten millions of gallons of 
Malt Spirits, made before the change of weights and 
measures, as fully detailed on page 10 of the Observa- 
tions - - - - - - 

Malt Duty of 1 £d. per gallon on twenty-four millions of 
gallons of Malt Spirits, made since the change of weights 
and measures - - - - - 



£. s. d. 
1 35,000 - - 



150,000 - - 



150.000 - - 



Total to be deducted from what the Excise call the Draw- 
back Fund - - - ' - 

This Drawback Fund, as stated in their Account, is 

From which deducting 435,000 /. as above, there remains a 
net Fund of- - - - - - - 

But the Sum actually paid for Drawback was 



435,000 - - 

L 9 0 3,578 18 4 



1,468,578 18 4 
1,936,805 1 4£ 



Difference - 



£. 468,226 3 - f 



So that, on the showing of their own Account, fallacious and ex parte as it is, 
when it is cleared of gross arithmetical errors and omissions, the Excise have suffered 
themselves, or rather the Public, to be cheated out of 468,227 /. 3s. — \d. by the 
Malt Drawback Distillers of Scotland. 



SUPPLEMENT; 

BEING A COPY OF A PAPER FORMERLY CIRCULATED BY 
THE IRISH DISTILLERS. 



The following Observations and Calculations respecting the Malt Draw- 
back allowed to Distillers in Scotland and Ireland, are respectfully submitted to 
the impartial consideration of the Members of the Imperial Parliament. 



No. 1. 



The system of Malt Drawback, now complained of, came into operation on the 
10th October 1823, from which date to 5th of January 1829, the quantity of 
Malt made for consumption in England, amounted to - Bushels 150,057,411 
Within the same period there were consumed in'! Q 

England by Distillers - - - -J ,4 9 4 

By public Brewers ----- 112,011,953 

113,560,447 



Leaving a Surplus to be accounted for of 
150. C 



- 36,496,964 

The 
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The stock of Malt on hand is at all times much greater on the 5th January than 
on the 10th October, and part of the above Surplus is thereby accounted for; the 
other part is composed of Malt used iu brewing Beer by private persons, in Vinegar 
Manufactories, &c. the quantity, so used being very considerable, in England. The 
Surplus is therefore what it was reasonable to expect, a priori, as the result of such 
an Account. 

The quantity of Malt made, and charged with Duty, for the consumption of 
Ireland, was, in the same period - - - - Bushels 12,579,716 

Of which there was consumed by public Brewers - 6,880,510 
by Distillers - - 4,495,659 

11,376,169 

Leaving a Surplus of ------- 1,203,547 

The practice of brewing by private persons is scarcely known in Ireland, and very 
little Malt is used except by public Brewers and Distillers ; the Surplus, therefore", 
is mainly caused by the difference of stock on hand, which, as already stated, is in 
all cases, and from the very nature of the Malting Trade must always be, much 
greater on 5th January than on 10th October; and here also the Surplus is just 
what might reasonably have been expected in such an Account. 

The quantity of Malt made for the consumption of Scotland, within the same 

period, was 16,568,331 

Of which the public Brewers are stated to have! . 

consumed but j 3, 335, 624 

And the Distillers the enormous quantity of - - 14,488,352 

17,823,976. 

Showing, instead of a Surplus, a deficiency (!!!) of - - 1,255,645 

That is to say, the Excise Accounts state , that the public Brewers and Distillers 
alone consumed not only all the Malt made in, and imported into, Scotland within the 
period under examination, but also a further quantity of Twelve hundred thousand 
bushels, for the very existence of which tjie Excise does not account. 

There is a great quantity of Beer brewed by private persons in Scotland ; there 
are other manufactories besides Breweries and Distilleries in which Malt is consumed 
in that country : a considerable quantity of Duty-charged Malt is consumed in 
unentered and unlicensed Distilleries ; and besides, the stock in hand must have 
been much larger on the 5th January 1829 than on 10th October 1823 ; for all 
which causes there should have been a large Surplus, instead of a Deficiency. 

In England the Surplus is nearly a fourth of the whole quantity made. In 
Ireland (where, be it. recollected, there is no private brewing), the Surplus is about 
one-tenth. In Scotland the Surplus might fairly have been expected to be between 
these two proportions ; and it is making a most liberal concession to the advocates 
of the Drawback, to rate the Surplus, which the Scotch should in fairness have 
shown at one-tenth of the whole, as in Ireland ; that is to say, the Surplus should 
have been in round numbers - - - . . _j g 00 000 

But there appears, on the contrary, a Deficiency of - - - 1 ,255,64 5 

Total - - - 2,855,645 

And there is no mode of evading the conclusion, that to the extent of this 
quantity the Scotch Distillers claimed and obtained a Drawback for Malt which 
never existed. 



L may be necessary to observe (because .the contrary has been insinuated) that all 
Malt imported into Scotland, from England- or Ireland, is given credit for in 
the above Statement. 
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No. 2. 



COMPARATIVE VIEW of the Malt Duty accruing to the Exchequer in Scotland and Ireland, for the Year 
ending 5th January 1830, taken from Parliamentary Papers, Nos. 186, 187, 188, laid before the House of Commons 
in Session 1830. 



SCOTLAND. 



IRELAND. 



Bushels charged with the Duty, 3,712,964, 
Duty thereon ----- 
Which is at the rate of rather less than 
2 s. 6 d. per bushel. 

Bushels used by public Brewers, 602,440, at 
2 s. 6 d. 

As Brewers use little or no Bigg andBere 
Malt, this rate might have been fairly 
assumed at 2 s. 7 d. instead of 2 s. 6 d. 

Total Malt Duty, exclusive of that arising 
from the Public Breweries - - - 

Drawback allowed to Malt Distillers - 

Total Amount of Malt Duty really accruing 
to the Exchequer from Distillers, private 
brewing, and every other source except 
Public Breweries - - - - - 

The quantity of Malt Spirits distilled was 
5.682,742 gallons, and the Malt Duty 
thereon, at 1 f d. per gallon, is 



£. s. d. 

457»587 12 3 

75.305 " “ 



382,282 12 3 
33L493 6 3 

50,789 6 - 
35.517 1* 9 



Note. — The regulations under which the 
Drawback is obtained insure 1 \d. per 
gallon, as the smallest Duty to be re- 
tained for Malt on Malt Spirits ; this 
Duty might therefore have been fairly 
assumed at a somewhat higher rate than 
1 1 d. which is a minimum. 



Net Amount of Malt Duty accruing to the 
Exchequer, from Malt used in making 
mixed Grain Spirits (3,966,328 galls.) 
private brewing, and every other source 
except the Public Brewery - 



I5.*7i 13 3 



Even if the whole of this Duty was paid by 
the Distiller of mixed Grain Spirits, it 
would be but nine-tenths of a penny per 
gallon of Spirits. 



Bushels charged, 2,012,639, Duty thereon - 



I X. s. a. 

359.965 19 - 



Bushels used by Public Breweries, 1,343,240, 
at 2 s. 7 d. 



Total Malt Duty, exclusive of that arising 
from the Brewery .... 
Drawback allowed to Malt Distillers - 

Total Amount of Malt Duty really accruing 
to the Exchequer, exclusive of Public 
Brewery ------ 



[73,501 16 8 



86,464 2 4 

3,231 8 8 



83,232 13 6 



The quantity of Malt Spirits was 55,396 
gallons, and the Duty thereon, at l J d. 
per gallon, is 



Net amount accruing to the Exchequer from 
Malt used in making mixed Gram Spirits 
(9,153,142 gallons) --- - 



346 4 6 



82,886 



9 - 



Assuming the whole of this Duty to have 
been paid by the Distiller of Mixed Grain 
Spirits, it amounts to a Duty of about 
2 \d. per gallon. 



The Calculation No. 1. is founded on an Excise Return laid before The House of 
Commons in 1829, and ordered to be printed 12 June 1829. It is No. 320. of 
the Parliamentary Papers of that Session. 

This calculation fully explains itself ; but it may in addition be observed, that the 
quantity of Malt stated in the Return to have been used by public Brewers in 
Scotland, is exceedingly small, and if it be, as there is every reason to believe, an 
under-statement of that quantity, every bushel that it falls short of the truth 
is an additional bushel on which the Malt Drawback has been fraudulently 
obtained. 



The Calculation No. 2. is grounded on several Excise Returns laid before the 
House of Commons last year, and gives another view ofthe subject, but still termi- 
nating in the same conclusion, showing the whole system to be a tissue of fraud. 
The Account is but for one year, as the papers do not furnish the necessary informa- 
tion for a longer period ; but the facts shown in it are very striking. 

1st. It appears that a gallon of mixed Grain Spirits distilled in Ireland is charged 
with, and pays to the Exchequer, more than twice as much Malt Duty as a gallon 
of mixed Grain Spirits distilled in Scotland ; nay, more, that a Gallon of mixed 
Grain Spirits distilled in Ireland pays to the Exchequer forty-five per cent, more 
Malt Duty than a Gallon of Malt Spirits distilled in Scotland, 
ni), C2 2d. The 
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2d. The quantity of Spirits made in Ireland in the year (in round } 

numbers) was - - _ >9,200,000 

The Malt Duty paid thereon was - - - -£.86000 

The quantity of Spirits made in Scotland was - 9,600,000 

1 he Malt Duty on which, attbe same rate as in Ireland,! 

should have been - . . . _r 9°> ot, ° 

But the Malt Duty in Scotland was but* - - 50,000 

,■ ‘v” 8 aPP T S that S P irits distilled “ freely any of which 

the Soirto dUHIl D to th <> Exchequer eighty per cent, more Malt Duty than 

the Spirits distilled in Scotland, the much larger part bf which is Malt Spirits. 

Jf; f„ t r ap n“c that the E xc ‘® e k ueps up the necessary machinery and establish- 
DisPll/? ?',u g ,T“S y 3 82 . 28 2/- ' 3 d. as a. Duty on Malt, to be used in 

Distillation, and that this Department afterwards gives back, in the shape of a Draw- 
back, 331,493/ 6 j. 3 d. of this Malt Duty; the regulation of which Drawback must 
also require additional machinery and establishments ; and thus seven-eighths of a tax 
which ,s levied at a great expense, is given back under regulation! entadtag an 

am 0nal , e T n f Se; a .P ro , ceedm « th au Which, nothing more absurd, it may be pre- 
sumed, is to be found in the history of Finance - 

But great as are the evils above detailed, they form but a part, and perhaps the 

Drawwrsf ■ T ry T hi - Ch “ d ‘he fair tLer suJnfZ Z 

Drawback. It is quite notorious that much of the Malt alleged to be used bv 
Distillers in making Malt Spirits, is in reality used by Brewers in’making Beer • its 
P J a .“ id ,he .. D . lstlllel 7 being supplied by raw Grain, on which the Drawback is 
obtained as if it were Malt; and it is doubted by , hie best wqudntrfwitf' the 
subject that so much as one-twentieth part of the Spirits on which Drawback is 
allowed, is made of mere Malt entirely unmixed with raw Grain * The abuses 

— of 

Malt Spirits! as they are^led.^!^^ q ! 10ted } he Scotch market notes for 

quantity of Spirits made purely of Malt without mixture f 3 *’ 5 t ,^ at ls - t0 sa 7 ’ tfle small 

a few individuals who wish for£, and SifferlnTas m th/^ t ‘\ S ° ld at the higher price to 
called Malt Spirit is vended at inferior prices varviW £ Sf f ’ wh , lIe the S reat buIk of the falsely- 
proportion of raw Grain used in making them ^ * ° f 1 ° per cent - accordin g to the 

perfect indifference whether the Spirits afe £ade of mere St „To'f m' C °,"S"". er “' » » matter of 
a farthing a gallon in. price would decide their choice - and the few Lhn ^ Gra '- n ; the dlfFerence of 
will always pay a sufficient price for real Malt SnirftJ ™ f who . "* /“nous as to this matter 
necessity of giving him a Drawback I is the mll remunerate th , e Manufacturer, without the 
increased quantity of Spirits which appears in the ExcTse AccoS^ make R thls , re 7 ark > because the 
some to the check given to Illicit ’Distillation .u Accounts since 1822, has been attributed by 
Bui what are the (&.? iSSf S&VZZSZST ** 1 ° f "Tl pr "“ ded MaI * SpW* 
gallons charged with Duty for home consumntion ?? f three y ears > before the law of 1823, the 
ending 5 th January 1800, was 5, 400,000 annually T^^’ 00 °’ ^ ‘ he , ave , ra g e of the three years, 
increase in the same interval has been from 2 wooSFZinSS!*** Undoubtedl - y ; but in Ire ’and the 
mentary Paper, No. 24.1, Session 18 ml Wh’f, ’°°? P?’ , t0 9j 100 ,ooo annually. (See Parlia- 
bute to the Malt Drawback this inciSL in^odn? * 5 ® ca , ndo f of those who attri- 

same law has been much greater in Ireland where’ th/ Mal/W th t fa f l , that the 1 . ncrea8e under the 

a d » d 

increase in the quantity of Spirit brought Into the ReveSSuto ' he 

the first place, to the reduction of the Duty, and in n a b °' h “ unt ™s, is owing, in 

Messrs. Logie 5r Coffey tor the Distiller/ Law of i8a, P f? C ° de of , framed by 
they almost enforce themselves, notwithstanding the amemahle? ' ”, 1 d “ ral > l y contrived, that 
he present Excise Department in all mattereTonimS ShiaSn™ “f whichpervade 

tion here, that these two officers forewarned the Goverammt S / “ “ worll >J of observa- 

Scotland in this Malt Drawback Tn a f P r ! lment “ ie abuse that would take place in 

dated 29th March 1813, speaking of the lLwbLfof 67 ne° Co . n ’ mi!!ion ' rs of Revenue Inquiry, 

for no one then dreamed of any thing so outrageous tSlowtr i n “ n / on ;P lal o d °» Malt Spiriu, 
these gentlemen say, that abuse' could, with r£uab?e v iZ?. . 3 ra »baek , ,. a i. per gallon,) 
»ur not AT all in Scotland, unless the (Irish) Stoct A.~.riP ag,mst in Ileland - 
“ Mo . th “ country." The result has fully ve ifi“ this mediO, hT , ■? Sennit system be introduced 
Commissioner, of Revenue Inquiry, i 8 a% pZ? 07 T 1 { Appendix to Fifth Report of 

ssssr occ,sion ,ho "' i be 

the Irish avail themselraof thiirfwitShof Uds “ninformed on the subject, Why do not 
first place, Uie Irish Distillers mayfaS? protest iSS?/ i™ 1 ,h f. S “'ch Distiller, I„ th i 
fraud, because the Scotch Distdlers do so^ bm wSn a"' 868 them to 

m. .0, urn, nous for this paper. 0. a fitting occajn 

’ ducted 
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of the Draw back thus class themselves under two heads : first, a Drawback is 
obtained in the pretended Malt Distillery on more than half the Malt used in the 
mixed Grain Distillery, as is shown in Calculation No. 2. ; and, secondly, a Draw- 
back is obtained on the Malt used in the Brewery, the effects of which, although 
perhaps more injurious than those of the first to the Revenue and fair trader, cannot 
be ascertained by Parliamentary Papers. 

It is to be presumed that although the Scotch mixed Grain Distillers appear by 
Paper No. 2. to evade more than half their Malt Duty, by abuse of the Malt Draw- 
back, yet some of them practise this abuse to a lesser extent than others, and some of 
them perhaps not at all. The fraudulent nature of this system would therefore be placed 
in a more glaring light by detailed Returns, showing the proportion of Malt Duty paid 
by each individual mixed Grain Distiller. Many curious facts would be elicited by 
such a detail, and it would be seen that while some of the Scotch Distillers were 
paying (as those in Ireland) 2 d. or 3 d. Malt Duty per Gallon of mixed Grain 
Spirits, others did not pay half a farthing ; and accordingly the supporters of the 
system throw all sorts of obstacles in the w'ay of such Returns being laid before 
Parliament, under pretext that they would too much expose the private affairs of 
the traders, as if the Public had not an undoubted right to know, as far as official 
documents could inform them, whether one Distiller was paying more or less Duty 
on a Gallon of Spirits than another. 

The Scotch Distillers have received Drawbacks under the law, amounting to about 
Two Millions of Money. 

The Irish Distillers have received about 40,000 1 . ! 

It would be an endless task to expose all the delusions practised by the supporters 
of the Drawback to deceive the Excise Board and the Government ; one more, 
however, it may be necessary to state. Those persons urge that the Drawback does 
not injure the Revenue, because, they say, it creates a fund for paying itself, and in 
proof of this a Comparative Statement is put forth, to show that the Scotch Dis- 
tillers pay Duty to the Exchequer on as many bushels of Malt now as they did 
before the existence of the Drawback. This is a sheer deception, in which the most 
material facts are suppressed. In the first place, the Duty on Malt was much 
greater during the former than the latter period of this comparison ; and secondly, 
the quantity of Spirits distilled was much greater during the latter than during the 
former ; and the Statement, when these omissions (wilful omissions) are supplied, 
amounts to this, that now when the Duty on Malt is low, the Scotch Distillers use as 
much Duty-paid Malt in making ten millions of Gallons of Spirits as they used 
a few years ago, when the Malt Duty was high, in making three millions. And 
this has been foisted on the Excise Board as a proof that the Drawback is not 
injuring the Malt Revenue. 



ducted with the grossest partiality ; and that while the whole face of Ireland has been covered, within 
the last six years, with English and Scotch Surveyors, Collectors, and Supervisors of Excise, most of 
them imbued with vulgar national prejudices, not a single Irish Officer has been suffered to put his foot 
inside the threshold of a British manufactory. 

The late Mr. Huskisson long since said, that under a fair system the greater part of the Corn 
Spirits consumed in the United Kingdom ought to be and would be manufactured in Ireland. Yet 
under the system as now administered by the authorities to whom the Irish trade has been handed 
over, Ireland has been completely driven from her natural position, and largely imports Scotch Corn 
Spirits for her home consumption. The quantity imported is yearly increasing in an accelerating 
ratio, and these Spirits are uniformly sold in the Irish markets 20 per cent, cheaper than the 
first cost of making them, as detailed on oath by the Scotch Distillers themselves. ( See Evidence 
of Messrs. Haig, Stein, Dunlop, Padon, &c. &c. in the 5th Report of Commissioners of Inquiry 
already referred to.) There must be something more than the abuse of the Malt Drawback to account 
for this. 

Nothing, indeed, could enable the Irish Trade to struggle under those difficulties, were it not that 
the Irish Distilleries are, generally speaking, worked with superior skill, and the Irish Spirits of much 
superior quality to those imported from Scotland. 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 




Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 




